Nicoletto Vernia and Gomes of Lisbon on Natural Philosophy
While discussing several opinions, which he rejects, Nicoletto Vernia maintains that the subject matter of natural philosophy is the corpus mobile 2 . In the face of a proliferation of divergent opinions on the first object of physics, Vernia, explicitly following the Aristotelian method (procedendo more Aristotelico), begins by refuting the opinions of those who deviate from the positions of Aristotle and Averroes, Aristotle's most subtle and diligent Commentator. He then establishes his doctrine on the object of physics, and finally answers those arguments supporting the opinions he considers to be false. Vernia's targets are various, but Themistius and Alexander of Aphrodisias are not yet among his sources; on the contrary, Aristotle, together with Averroes, is his main source, as is the case later when he attempts to recover Aristotle's own position or intentio. Vernia begins by summarizing Thomas Aquinas's position, according to which the subject matter of natural philosophy is the ens mobile, and not the corpus mobile as Albertus Magnus had maintained, which was why Giles of Rome himself had criticized Thomas. He then rejects the proposals of two « followers of the Subtle Doctor », Ioannes Canonicus (the 'substantia finita naturalis') and Antonius Andreas (the 'substantia naturaliter inquantum naturalis') because for them it is not the mobilitas of the body but rather its naturalitas that provides the formal intelligibility (ratio formalis) of the subject matter of natural philosophy. Vernia wishes to remain within the boundaries of natural speech (naturaliter loquitur) -to meet a certain standard of rationality which he thinks neither Ioannes nor Antonius does. In Antonius, when it comes to the succession of the motion of angels, Vernia finds a defense of an infinite velocity through an infinite space that he apparently considers to be unacceptable and irrational 3 . He also rejects the positions of Paul of Venice (the corpus naturale) and Thomas de Vio Cajetan (the substantia sensibilis).
Storia dell'Università di Padova, 15), repr. in E. P. MAHONEY, Two Aristotelians of the Italian Renaissance, Essay I, Vernia's opuscule rejects Scotus argument according to which angels are naturally mobile because they cannot receive different « place » (ubi). Vernia assumes a clear distinction and even a separation between theology and philosophy to affirm, with Averroes, that substances such as angels are absolutely simple, lacking any composition in potency and act or essence and existence, and therefore cannot receive an accident such as place. Still, he admits that, beyond philosophical argument, according to which that is a position that should be rejected, one can speak in another way, « according to faith and to truth » (secundum fidem et veritatem), as theologians do in the book of Sentences, cfr. E. P. MAHONEY, op. cit., In the second part of the question, Vernia maintains that the positions of Aristotle coincide with those of his Commentator, Averroes, in that both consider the corpus mobile to be the subject matter of natural science. In this they are also « partly » followed by Albertus Magnus and Giles of Rome, although Vernia remarks that these two authors deviate from Averroes, because for them the body is made up of matter and substantial form, whereas Averroes considers the heavens as a corpus mobile, though not compounded (f. 130r). Vernia then reviews several theories concerning the conditions necessary for determining the object of a science (e.g., those of Duns Scotus, Ioannes Canonicus, Antonius Andreas, and Paul of Venice), and proposes his own list of eight conditions, concluding that only the corpus mobile fills them all (f. 130v). Both his refutation of the authors he reviews and his adherence to positions that he identifies as those of Aristotle and Averroes are based on the discussion of these conditions (f. 131r). Vernia's main point in rejecting the Scotists is to demonstrate that the ens cannot be the first and proper subject matter of physics because, in his view, that would make physics subordinate to metaphysics, and also because, as he had said right from the start, that would go against the opinion of Aristotle, for whom there are three non-subordinated speculative habits (habitudines): metaphysics, physics and mathematics (f. 129r). On the other hand, affirming the autonomy of physics constituted a challenge to the autonomy and superiority of metaphysics, since it would allow for its primary subject matter, God as first being, to find definition in the realm of physics through the argument from motion, given that no science provides the definition of its own object of inquiry.
In the second half of the 15 th century, the topic of the object of the sciences, in particular that of metaphysics, was very much alive, as is apparent in the work of some of the philosophers Vernia discusses 4 . The topic was also discussed between Padua and Pavia, and it comes as no surprise that the quaestio should have drawn a reaction from Anselm Meia 5 , as can be read in the prefatory letter from the Quaestio perutilis de 4 A characterization of the discussions on the object or subject of metaphysics at the time of Gomes of Lisbon can be found in Ch. LOHR, « Metaphysics », in Ch. SCHMITT and Q. SKINNER (eds.), The Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1988, pp. 537-638. 5 Anselmo Meia was a teacher of natural philosophy and mathematics at the University of Padua, where he was Dean of Arts until 1482. In 1488 he moved to Ferrara and in 1489 he applied to the University of Padua in a competition won by Pietro Pomponazzi.
cuiuscumque scientie subiecto, pricipaliter tamen naturalis philosophiae by Gomes of Lisbon, published with no date or indication of place but in all probability in Pavia around 1497 6 . Anselm Meia had asked Gomes of Lisbon to answer « the question concerning the subject matter of natural philosophy published by the most excellent man and illustrious philosopher » Nicoletto Vernia 7 . Anselm Meia feels that the positions maintained by Vernia deviate from Aristotle and so he asks Gomes to answer him laying out:
(1) what he has gathered on the same issue « from Aristotle and Scotus »; and (2) whether Scotus agrees or disagrees with Aristotle on the subject matter of natural philosophy. As Gomes states right from the prologue of his work, the Questio perutilis is an answer to this request and a refutation of Vernia's positions, especially of Vernia's criticism of the Scotists, as well as a restatement of the validity of Scotist doctrines.
The Franciscan Gomes of Lisbon, Bachelor in Philosophy and Master in Theology, occupies an eminent place within Portuguese Scotism, even though all of his university career took place in Venice and Pavia, where he was Reader of Theology precisely between 1482 and 1511 8 . Despite Duns 6 Cf. Gomes of Lisbon, Quaestio perutilis de cuiuscumque scientie subiecto, pricipaliter tamen naturalis philosophiae, with no mention of date, publisher or place of publication, but which has been atributed to the workshop of Antonio de Carcano, Pavia. Although its dating remains disputed, it likely lies somewhere between 1485 and 1492 (n.b., there is no sign of the controversy concerning the Averroistic doctrine of the intellect which is at the source of Vernia's condemnation by the Bishop of Padua on 6 May 1489, so it is difficult to establish a connection between Gomes's Quaestio and these facts It may seem odd that Anselm Meia should have resorted to his colleague and friend Gomes of Lisbon to obtain a solution to a question intensely debated and generating as many solutions as this one, about the object of the main sciences, or of theoretical habits. Meia moreover sought a solution from Gomes that would, at once, discuss the work of Vernia, seek the explanation of Aristotle's position, and present a defense of Duns Scotus. From the words of his other contemporaries, we may understand why he was a master who was prepared to do this. Ioannes Vigerius states in a prefatory letter sent to the Pope Clement VII that not only was his master, Gomes of Lisbon, an excellent disciple of Duns Scotus, but he was also a remarkable interpreter and exponent of the views of doctors of different subjects, explaining them perhaps better than they themselves could 13 .
Continentia virtualis in the Questio perutilis
The Very Useful Question Concerning the Subject of Any Science and Especially that of Natural Philosophy (Questio perutilis de cuiuscumque scientie subiecto principaliter tamen naturalis philosophie), which, its title notwithstanding, does not have the canonical form of the medieval quaestio, is a brief opuscule divided into three sections the author calls « articles », each one devoted to the resolution of one of the three problems listed in the introduction. It fills a total of 16 columns of written text (22 pages in its modern edition).
Gomes accepts Meia's challenge not just to contradict the positions of « the illustrious Vernia », as he so reverently calls him, but also to state the 13 Cfr. Ioannes Vigerius, Super primo libro sententiarum doctoris subtilis Ioannis Scoti, Ioannes Tacuinus de Tridino impressit, Venetiis 1527, f. 1v.: « Occurrit mihi testis illa foelix memoria: solus mihi praeceptor reuerendus magister Gometius lusitanus, qui tum legendo, tum disputando caeterorum doctorum disciplinas solebat longius melius explanare et opiniones adinuicem conciliare, quod illi magis peculiare erat quam credendum sit: quod si ipsimet auctores praesentes extitissent facere fortasse non potuissent. A quo tamen saepe familiariter audiui quod nunquam nisi doctoris nostri Ioannis Scoti discipulus extiterit ». The prefatory letter by Vigerius is published in A. D'ORS, « Gometius Hispanus », op. cit., pp. 142-143. In the same work, in the prefatory letter to the reader (ed. ibidem, pp. 143-144), Vigerius expresses again his reverence towards the most acute science of Master Gomes of Lisbon, calling himself his disciple and auditor for more than twenty years. Other contemporary testimonies on the personality and wisdom of Gomes have been assembled by A. D'ORS, « Gometius Hispanus », op. cit., pp. 115-121. truth, claiming that he shall write that which Nicoletto himself might have derived from the very « source of philosophy », that is, from Aristotle 14 . Gomes therefore leaves no doubt that he intends to answer the question by restating Aristotle's thought and turning away from the interpretation presented by Nicoletto Vernia. Throughout the opuscule, no direct encounter with this philosopher's arguments is to be found, and the discussion is always implicit rather than evoked. The quaestio is even restated in the following terms: « Whether according to the opinion [sententiam] of the Philosopher and his Commentator the corpus mobile is the first subject matter 15 of natural philosophy », thus positioning itself more in a confrontation with the then current exegesis of Aristotle and Averroes rather than with Vernia's work. Consequently, he will try to show where and how misinterpretations occur on the part of those who claim that the subject matter of natural philosophy or physics is the corpus mobile.
Gomes answers a question that places the problem in the domain of exegesis by resorting to the method of authority: « To solve this question, I shall rigorously imitate the most subtle doctor Ioannes Scotus, the greatest of all the Aristotelians » 16 .
It is by means of the Scotist version of Aristotelianism that Gomes prepares himself to correct certain interpretations and positions. The general question announced in the title, concerning the way to determine the proper subject matter of each science and the way to multiply primary and secondary sciences (i.e., to establish a hierarchy and to organize sciences within genera and species) is only taken up after the determination of what the subject matter of a science is and which subject is the proper to physics. Only then, and very briefly at that, is metaphysics discussed as a science.
14 Gomes even identifies the accepted positions of Aristotle and Averroes as being philosophy itself; cfr. Gomes de Lisboa, Questão muito útil, p. 50: « (...) natura ponitur a Philosopho et Commentatore (...), ideo ab ipsa philosophia, principium effectivum per se ipsius motus (...) ».
15 Gomes always employs the term 'subjectum', where other authors (Scotus, for instance) sometimes also employ 'objectum'. Here, Gomes's terminology shall be followed as much as possible, but the word « object » will be employed in some cases too.
16 Cfr. Gomes de Lisboa, Questão muito útil, p. 40: « Ad hanc quaestionem dissolvendam imitaturus ad unguem subtilissimum doctorem Ioahnem Schotum summum aristotellicum sic procedam ».
The resolution of the series of problems starts with a premise describing what the proper reason of the first subject matter of a science is:
« The proper and formal reason of the subject matter of a scientific habit is that it contains virtually first [virtualiter primo] all the truths of that habit whose subject matter it is » 17 .
In a later commentary Gomes will explain that « first » means « adequately » and that « virtually » means that its 'quod quid est' (essential definition) as such (which the first includes essentially) is the 'propter quid' manner for knowing such mediate truths as are knowable about it 18 . The explanation of this ratio of Scotist extraction 19 , the real starting point of the whole argument, is based on another authority, the statement attributed to Aristotle and « admitted by all », to wit, that « the subject matter, by its essential principles, is the total cause, in the being, of all the passions which derived from the essential principles of that subject matter » 20 .
Gomes then draws a first inference from Aristotle's Metaphysics II, Chapter 5, concerning the basis for the correspondence between knowledge and the known being: « the subject matter contains virtually [virtute] This inference is explained by the knowledge of the concept in the intellect 22 which, because it is formed by means of abstraction, expresses the essence, in which all its « properties » (passiones) are virtually contained and which is the foundation for that self-evident and immediate knowledge of truth that characterizes all science:
« Any entity having passions causes, in any intellect, its own concept, proper, simple, and perfect, and that which is distinct and defined causes the non-complex and complex knowledge of all its passions. And thus the intellect, possessing the most perfect, abstract, and non-complex concept of an essence, which virtually includes all passions, has self-evident complex knowledge; first, of the definition, relative to what is defined, which is the truth known by itself and immediate; second, of the passions relative to the definition, which also is the self-evident and immediate truth; thirdly, of the passions themselves relative to what is defined, which is the mediate and known truth to which the intellect necessarily assents in the immediate principles as it assents to the principles themselves through the terms. Here one must observe that the terms of the principles known by themselves have such an identity that one includes the other evidently [evidenter], to wit: that which is defined, which is formally the same as the definition, actually and essentially [actualiter et essentialiter] The intellect, naturally ordered towards the knowledge of all that is received by the senses by means of abstraction, is also ordered to possess, by means of the concept, the subject matter of all the sciences. Even though it is not innate, the concept is transparent to the intellect; « the intellect, possessing simple perfect knowledge of such terms, has in itself [apud se] the necessary cause of its immediate union » 24 . This complete adequacy between the structure of the intellect and of that which is knowable allows for the unfolding of the passions virtually contained in the subject matter of the knowledge by thought alone, and from that conformity arises truth itself: « And if it compounds them, it has the necessary and self-evident cause of the conformity between the act of compounding and the terms compounded, this self-evident conformity being the truth of the proposition, immediate and known by itself » 25 . It follows that by understanding such terms the intellect understands « the conformity and immediate truth included in the formal reasons of the terms » 26 . The intellect, therefore, acquires science « by means of the immediate principles as causes » as it necessarily understands « the union or inherence of the passions in the subject matter » 27 . Thus it is possible to build a science from the concept of its first subject matter.
From these elements of a theory of knowledge, Gomes wants to conclude that the subject matter so understood « contains first the immediate truths and, by means of these as a whole [ut quod], contains virtually first all the mediate truths that can be known about it ». And from this he concludes that « the virtually first inclusion is the formal and proper reason of the subject matter, in the knowable genus » 28 . The formal reason of the subject matter, containing as a whole the truths inherent to it and its passions, thus provides a basis from which it is possible to determine the truths that are appropriate to each science and that make them distinct. On the other hand, those truths that are knowable in each science are so in virtue of the subject matter itself as a means, which is why the science can adequately cover the demonstrable passions of the subject matter, because they are contained in it. It is not necessary to create a science for each truth, and a system of known truths is possible. But new problems arise, such as that of the passage from the first and main truths of each science and that of the possible relationship and hierarchy among the three main sciences that study reality.
Be that as it may, the intended conclusion is a return to the original premises: « the reason of the subject matter is that it contains virtually first all the truths that are knowable about it [omnes scibiles veritates de ipso] » 29 .
Metaphysics and the Subject Matter of Theoretical Sciences
Once this principle has been established, Gomes is ready to attack Vernia's theory concerning the eight conditions for determining the first subject matter of each science 30 . According to Gomes, Vernia's list « includes that which is superfluous and omits that which is simply necessary » because it lacks just the indispensable « virtual inclusion » (continentia virtualis): « virtual first inclusion itself includes all the conditions which are necessarily required for the reason of the subject matter ». So, once this principle is accepted, all the other principles proposed by Vernia can be either rejected or dismissed. 29 Ibid. 30 The following are the eight conditions proposed by Vernia, together with Gomes's counterarguments; when determining the subject matter of each science, one must observe that: (1) it is a real being or grounded on a real being (Gomes objects that the virtually first includes that condition); (2) it is one (the virtually first includes not only unity in analogy but also unity in univocation, « the subject is logically and metaphysically univocal »); (3) it is most universal (but this is not the reason of the subject, it is added to the subject, as will be shown in article 2); (4) it is adequate (but it is not stated to what); (5) it is first known, primo notum (which is convenient for the subject, « because it contains all the immediate and mediate truths, which allows for the supposition of its simple knowledge to the complex knowledge of the propter quid principles which are reduced to the most perfect knowledge of the subject »); (6) it has subjective parts (which is, in fact, convenient, for the most part, to the subject matter of the sciences, though not necessary: Gomes adds, according to the accepted principle, that « when the subject matter has parts, the truths regarding those parts are known through the subject matter itself as a means which virtually first contains such truths »); (7) it has properties (this condition is superfluous because if it is a genus the subject matter of science necessarily has properties since a science deals with properties which can be demonstrated about the subject matter and which the subject matter itself primo virtualiter contains); (8) it contains the known truths (another superfluous condition because it is comprehended in the virtual inclusion). Cfr. Gomes de Lisboa, Questão muito útil, pp. 44-47. According to Gomes, and contrary to what had been proposed by Vernia, the corpus mobile cannot be the first subject matter of natural philosophy, neither can mobility be admitted as the first formal reason of the subject matter of natural philosophy, because mobility has a cause which is per se inherent to something first considered in that science. In other words, motion is secondary in relation to nature, because nature is the « effective principle per se of motion itself », as Gomes states in accordance with an argument from authority. It is so according to the Philosopher and to the Commentator, therefore, to philosophy itself. And this allows him to conclude that « motion enters the definition of nature not as an essential part of nature itself, but as an effect per se of the definition of its cause per se; nature is that which is simply first per se considered in natural science » 31 . The first subject matter of physics cannot be the Prime Mover either, because it is not natural and neither natural motion nor nature comes from it. Gomes offers a lengthy discussion of Aristotle's and Averroes's arguments concerning the subject matter of natural science, trying to show that, according to them, the first subject matter of natural science is neither the Prime Mover nor motion 32 , and that they have generally committed the mistake of thinking that the first subject matter of a science is that which is known first as to its sense, which would then be the beginning of knowledge in the acquisition of the theory. But this position is wrong, at least in the case of those sciences where there is a distinction between being known first in ourselves and being known first in nature, which is the case of natural and divine philosophy ('in naturali philosophia et divina ') 33 . Having destroyed the possibility of the corpus mobile as the subject matter of natural science, Gomes proposes in the constructive part of the second article that the first subject matter of natural philosophy « is natural substance as natural, just as nature or naturalitas is the first formal reason of the subject matter » 34 . In all of natural philosophy it is natural substance which better corresponds to the proper reason of the possible subject matter for that science, since it contains virtually all the 31 Id. ibid., p. 50. 32 Ibid., Ibid., p. 56. 34 Ibid.: « subiectum primum naturalis philosophiae est substantia naturalis inquantum naturalis, sic quod natura aut naturalitas sit prima ratio formalis ipsius subiecti ». first truths or passions ('primas veritates seu passiones') of that science. Even though it does not contain them all, it is a means propter quid to know those first truths, and it also has « community of predication or primacy of community » with other lesser things which are included in its formal reason and is thus the adequate means to acquire such knowledge 35 . Motion is nothing but the first physical passion, an effect per se of nature, since it is contained virtually first in nature, just as the effects that naturally follow from it are 36 . The conclusion forces Gomes into a detailed discussion of passages by Aristotle and Averroes 37 which aims to show that it is based on their doctrines. That discussion is followed by arguments showing that the first subject matter of natural philosophy is that which « contains virtually first the first physical truths, and which is per se included in any natural quiddity per se mobile, and in relation to which all the other per se things considered by their physical habit have essential attribution » 38 . By using these two procedures it is argued that nature is the formal reason of the subject matter of physics. Gomes goes so far as to affirm that one may « conceive nature in its essence, without conceiving either motion or its disposition to motion » 39 . Once the subject matter of physics has been determined, Gomes addresses the other themes he proposed to deal with in this work: (1) to identify the subject matter of the other sciences and determine the way to identify the subject matter of each science, which he deals with at the end of the second article 40 ; (2) the way to multiply the sciences according to genus and species, which is dealt with in the third article 41 . It is in this respect that physics will be confronted with First Philosophy or metaphysics 42 . Gomes's first step towards the resolution of the first issue is to point out that when identifying the subject matter of any science, one must observe three things: Since the subject matter of science has to be virtually first, it is presupposed (praesupponitur in tota illa scientia) and not obtained by demonstration. This also means that it has to be something common and above all essences, because the first object contains virtually at least the first passions which are inherent to it 44 . In metaphysics or First Philosophy, « whose first passions are transcendent and most common to all things [transcendentes et communissimae omnibus rebus] », only being in an absolute sense (ens simpliciter) is adequate as first subject matter. It is described as « the being according to the nature of the thing as a being, to wit, that which is common, univocal, by univocation of the analogy, to God and to the creature, to the substance and to the accident » 45 . First Philosophy is scientia transcendens and most common, that is, its subject matter is prior to all determination 46 . Given this determination of the ens simpliciter or the ens ex natura rei inquantum ens as the subject matter of First Philosophy, Gomes rejects immediately two traditions: his first subject matter cannot be the being common to the real being and to the being of reason (ens commune ad ens reale et rationis) because this is purely equivocal and that which is equivocal cannot be the subject matter of any science. Yet neither can it be finite being (ens finitum), that is, being as it can be described by the ten categories. In his effort not to deviate too much from Aristotle, however, Gomes argues that the determination of the being as being as the first subject matter of First Philosophy is in agreement with Aristotle's statement in Metaphysics IV that it « is the science that speculates on being as being and on what exists in it secundum se ». This argument from authority is then completed by an argument from reason:
Himself contained in predicative being (sub ente predicamentali) and therefore He is not the first subject matter of First Philosophy » 48 . As to mathematics, its first subject matter is « quantity as quantity », which includes intelligible matter and confused concepts. It thus includes the first passions common both to size or quantity by itself contracted into size (which by itself is the first subject matter of geometry) and to number (which is the first subject matter of arithmetic). The subject matter of subordinate sciences is contracted, since it is no longer general and deals with specific passions, and so its extension is smaller.
Theoretical Habits and the multiplicatio scientiarum
Gomes does not deviate from Aristotle's generally shared position according to which there are only three general theoretical habits: metaphysics, physics and mathematics 49 . Yet for some these do not seem to be enough to exhaust the totality of natural, real and speculative objects of knowledge. After he explicitly finishes describing the first subject matter of natural « theoretical habits » 50 , Gomes evokes the theory of the theologians who count Sacred Theology (sacram Theologiam) among the first sciences. This science deals « with God as God, under the reason of the deity Himself, a reason according to which He has His own knowable principles and properties ». Gomes simply rejects this inclusion because « this proper reason constitutes another genus of the knowable, distinct from those mentioned before » 51 and he promises to return to this issue later. It is therefore a supernatural habit and the formulation indicates that there is no overlapping or concourse of this science with theoretical habits 52 . After another discussion of the subordination 53 of sciences such as medicine, perspective, geometry, music and moral philosophy, Gomes takes on the third and last article or problem: how do the sciences multiply according to genus and species? He recovers a rule already exhibited: « there is but one science about the same essence according to the same formal reason », that is, « a science has one essential concept only, essentially adequate, virtually and ordinately containing proper passions, and that concept is the first subject matter of each science » 54 . For this reason, « to the science dealing with this subject matter belongs all truth whose resolution is ultimately reduced to the first adequate essential concept of that subject matter » 55 . The principles which permit the multiplication of the sciences by descensus according to the species within the same genus are thus established. And there are two logical-semantic ways of multiplying the sciences according to the species within the same knowable genus:
-to descend from the subject matter per se in the first way, that is, « to the essences which by themselves and essentially include the first knowable subject »; -to descend from the predicate, that is, « from the common passion to the passions which are proper to those essences, for the formal reason is preserved in them for considering the first subject matter ». This principle guarantees generic unity to each of the main theoretical habits, and when they occur simultaneously, they allow for the multiplication of the sciences according to the scientific knowledge of essences and passions which are virtually contained in their first subject matter, thus becoming the subject matter of specific sciences but within the same genus. There may, then, be several (plures) metaphysical habits distinct in the species, and this variety is also possible in physics. When the descent occurs only in the first way, there is just a multiplication in number of knowledge as an explanation of already known conclusions, without there being a corresponding need for another specific science, since it consists of the demonstration of a superior's passion in respect of an inferior 56 . The principle of descensus functions here as the basis for a non-cumulative model of knowledge inside each science, because it can always grow in number of explanations of already known conclusions, although a multiplication of the objects of knowledge does not seem to be possible, since these are already given in the virtually first.
It still remains to make clear whether there is any relationship among the main theoretical habits, and Gomes will finish his work by addressing this topic as he discusses the distinction of the sciences according to genus 57 , a distinction which depends both on the formal reason of the first subject matter and on the formal reason to consider the first subject matter. This double aspect is underlined in the new definition of the subject matter of metaphysics: « Metaphysics considers the most common simpliciter being as being, which, according to its formal reason, as it is the first subject matter of such a habit, abstracts from motion, from sensation, and from sensitive and intelligible matter » 58 .
The definition carries certain presuppositions that it is important to extract. It starts by affirming that metaphysics is different from any other science in that it does not abstract from any of those aspects (for instance, mathematics does not abstract from intelligible matter) and it gives it a 56 Ibid., pp. 76-77. 57 Ibid., Id. ibid., p. 78: « Methaphysica enim considerat ens simpliciter communissimum inquantum ens, quod secundum suam formalem rationem, ut est subiectum primum talis habitus, abstrahit a motu et sensu et a materia sensibili et intelligibili ».
conceptual distinction from the passions which does not occur in the other sciences. In metaphysics it is therefore possible to make the descensus from the being per se to all the essences which abstract from motion and sensation, preserving the unity of genus and without multiplication, so that « all the truths, in the essences considered according to such reason, are metaphysical ». The unity of metaphysics is thus ensured.
The definition carries yet another consequence, and this is a decisive one for the relationship among the sciences, for it establishes that all of them depend on metaphysics. It even contains a principle of generation and organization of the sciences by a purely formal and cognitive process starting from metaphysics.
With the descensus from being per se to something that is per se one and which determines being, or to something that is per se inferior, for example substance, which is the principle of motion, we do in fact cross over into a new kind of science, i.e., physics. We no longer stay within metaphysics, because the formal reason through which the subject matter is to be considered is not the same any more, and neither are the principles and the first passions 59 . Still by descending from being per se, one arrives at quantity, which is distinct as to the concept and as to the passions included in it, and constitutes the third genus of science, formally considered 60 . These are the three main speculative habits « because the formal reason of the first subject matter makes it per se one with the material subject matter or substratum, which is per se considered by the superior science » 61 . Gomes even denies that theology may be considered, as the theologians suggest, a fourth genus of theoretical science, « because it adds to the being per se a proper reason which goes beyond all kind of natural knowledge and thus constitutes a different genus from the threefold natural philosophy, that is, from that which can be known naturally ». Similarly, sciences such as perspective or geometry cannot be considered as theoretical sciences, because they add an accidental difference to natural philosophy or to mathematics (for instance, perspective, the science of visual size, adds visuality, an accidental difference, to size). 59 Ibid. 60 Ibid. 61 Ibid., p. 80.
Subordinate sciences have an accidental concept as their first subject matter, which includes the principles known per se and the proper passions. Just as in the case of traditional doctrine, the subordinate science is, therefore, less general as regards its subject matter than the subordinating one. But Gomes does not accept the other traditionally necessary condition for subordination: that the subordinate science should take its principles, or at least one of its premises, from the subordinating one, because if this were so that principle or premise would not then belong to that science per se but would be in another one. As we saw, for Gomes the distinction among the sciences consists in the fact that to each science always belongs some principle per se, which ultimately is resolved into that science's subject matter: « there is no science of a subject matter but as in it are contained the first principles and through them the proper conclusions propter quid » 62 . All he accepts is that knowledge of the principles of the subordinating science is the cause by inference of the knowledge of the principles of the subordinate one, but there is no containment.
Concluding Remarks
Gomes's quaestio -in which one recognizes Scotist concepts and positions which already have a long history, and which had another more speculative and constructive formulation in the work of Duns Scotus himself 63 , and also in some of Scotus's followers -started with a very precise goal: to determine the subject matter of First Philosophy. Gomes identifies with the thought of Duns Scotus, so instead of just refuting Vernia and discussing the same issues of Vernia's opuscule, he sets out from the Scotist way of defining the subject matter of a science (inspired in the discussions on the subject matter of metaphysics) and then identifies natural substance as the first subject matter of physics. The greatest confrontation with Vernia comes from the inversion allowed by the definition of the subject matter of metaphysics. The Scotist theory of virtual containment, together with the theory of inference, turn metaphysics into the first of all sciences, in the sense that all the other main theoretical sciences are nothing but a derivation from it, since they all study particular aspects of being. Consequently, not only is theology barred from the status of a theoretical science, metaphysics also proceeds without the contribution of physics to the definition of its primary subject matter, contrary to what Averroes had intended. The determination of the subject matter of metaphysics (the being as being and its transcendent passions) as the formal reason from which to consider all that is contained in its subject matter, allows for the reorganization of the relationship among the theoretical sciences. They are not separated by the intangibility of its subjects, but rather they organically and genetically depend on metaphysics, which takes on the role of first science in the ontological and epistemological orders.
Gomes's opuscule constitutes the reaction from a master of Pavia to « Paduan Averroist Aristotelianism » fought with « Scotist Aristotelianism ». More than a development of Scotus's positions on the subject matter of the theoretical sciences or the subordination of the sciences into new theories, Gomes's work takes up and applies some of Scotus's principles in the context of the debates among different schools of the Italian Renaissance.
In the confrontation opposing Gomes of Lisbon and Nicoletto Vernia, we find ourselves also steeped in the midst of a debate internal to Aristotelianism, concerning the subject matter of physics, those of the other theoretical sciences and, in particular, the relationship and hierarchy that obtain among them. It must not go unnoticed that each one of these authors considers himself to be following a more consistent form of Aristotelianism. Gomes constantly grounds his positions on authority, that is, on the texts of Aristotle and Averroes, just as Vernia had done, but he interprets them in the light of Duns Scotus, « the greatest of all the Aristotelians ».
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